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DETAILED ACTION 
Drawings 

The modifications to the drawings were received on 05/02/2007. These 
modifications are accepted by the Examiner. 

In view of the amendment filed on 05/02/2007. the Examiner withdraws drawings 
objections of the previous Office action. 

Specification 

The modifications to the specification were received on 05/02/2007. These 
modifications are accepted by the Examiner. 

In view of the amendment filed on 05/02/2007, the Examiner withdraws 
Specification objections of the previous Office action. 

Claim Warnings 

The modifications to the claims were received on 05/02/2007. These 
modifications are accepted by the Examiner. 

In view of the amendment filed on 05/02/2007, the Examiner withdraws claims 
warnings to claim 17 of the previous Office action. 

Response to Arguments 

Regarding claims 1 . 3. 6-8 and 1 1 : 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1 , 3. 6-8 and 1 1 have been 
considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 
Regarding claim 12: 
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Applicant's arguments filed 05/02/2007 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

The Applicant contends, "However, neither Brown nor Kawano, either separately 
or together disclose Claim 12 recites an apparatus having a first phase locked loop to 
set a first frequency of a first output signal of a first voltage controlled oscillator using a 
fractional N synthesizer to derive said first frequency from an input frequency; a second 
phase locked loop to receive the output signal of the first voltage controlled oscillator 
and to control a second voltage controlled oscillator to provide a second output signal 
having a second frequency derived from the first frequency using an integer divider 
synthesizer; and a transceiver having first and second mixers operably coupled to the 
first and second voltage controlled oscillators respectively and able to transmit and 
receive signals by at least two dipole antennas". 

The Examiner disagrees, and asserts, that Brown discloses a first phase locked 
loop to set a frequency of a first output signal of a first voltage controlled oscillator using 
a fractional N synthesizer to derive the first frequency from an input frequency (figure 5 
column 7 lines 17-26); a second phase locked loop to receive the output signal of the 
first voltage controlled oscillator and to control a second voltage controlled oscillator to 
provide a second output signal having a second frequency derived from the first 
frequency using an integer divider synthesizer. Brown doesn't disclose a transceiver 
having first and second mixers operably coupled to a first and second voltage controlled 
oscillators respectively and able to transmit and receive signals by at least two dipole 
antennas. Kawano discloses a transceiver having first and second mixers operably 
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coupled to a first and second voltage controlled oscillators respectively and able to 
transmit and receive signals by at least two antennas (figure 1 blocks 13 and 42, 
column 7 lines 32-38). Brown and Kawano are analogous art because they are from the 
same field of endeavor of phase locked loops. At the time of the invention, it would have 
been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to incorporate in the phase locked 
loops disclosed by Brown the transceiver disclosed by Kawano. The 
suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been to filter phase noise in a portable : 
telephone terminal (Kawano column 7 lines 32-38). Brown and Kawano don't disclose 
that the antennas are dipole antenna. McLean discloses the use of two dipole antennas. 
Kawano and McLean are analogous art because they are from the same field of 
endeavor of wireless communications. At the time of the invention, it would have been 
obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to incorporate in the system disclosed by 
Kawano the dipole antenna disclosed by McLean. The suggestion/motivation for doing 
so would have been to reduce the cost of the system (McLean abstract). 

For these reasons, and the reason stated en the previous Office action, the 
rejection of claim 12 is maintained. 

Regarding claim 14: 

Applicant's arguments filed 05/02/2007 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

The Applicant contends, "Likewise, claim 14, which depends from claim 12 is 
allowable. Moreover, claim 14, which recites that the frequency of the .second output 
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signal is substantially similar to the frequency of the first output signal, is neither 
anticipated nor obvious in light of Brown or Kawano, either alone or taken together". 

The Examiner disagrees, and asserts, that as indicated in the previous Office 
action Brown, Kawano and McLean disclose claim 12, Brown also discloses that the 
frequency of the second output signal is substantially similar to the frequency of the first 
output signal (figure 5 block 516 column 4 lines 23-50 and column 7 lines 17-26 and 41- 
58) 

For these reasons, and the reason stated en the previous Office action, the 
rejection of claim 14 is maintained. 

Regarding claims 18. 20. 23 and 24: 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1, 3, 6-8 and 1 1 have been 
considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Examiner NOTE 1: The headers of the Amendment - After Non-Final Rejection 
filed on 05/02/2007, seems to below to a different Application, in particular to 
"APPLICANT(S): GINZBURG, Boris et al. SERIAL NO.: 10/705,983 FILED: November 
13, 2003", this information has not been consider by the Examiner. 

Examiner NOTE 2: Claim 18 includes a new limitation that has not been 
underlined by the Applicants (Non-Compliant Amendment). The new limitation is that 
the antennas are "dipole" antennas. This force the Examiner to new ground of rejection 
in the same line that the rejection of claim 12. 
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Claim Rejections • 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) wliich fomis the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1, 3, 6-8 and 11 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Brown (US 6333678 B1) in view of Kawano (US 6181923 81). 

Regarding claim 1, Brown discloses a fractional N synthesizer to provide a first 
frequency of a first output signal (figure 5 blocks 212, 102, 104, 206, 208, and 210 
column 7 lines 17-26); and an integer divider synthesizer to receive the first output 
signal of the fractional N synthesizer to provide a second output signal having a second 
frequency derived from the first frequency of the first output signal (figure 5 block 516 
column 7 lines 17-26). Brown doesn't disclose that the first and second output signals 
are provided respectively to first and second mixers. Kawano discloses the first and 
second output signals are provided respectively to first and second mixers (figure 1, 
blocks 13 and 42 column 7 lines 32-38). Brown and Kawano are analogous art because 
they are from the same field of endeavor of phase locked loops. At the time of the 
invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to 
incorporate in the phase locked loops disclosed by Brown the transceiver disclosed by 
Kawano. The suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been to use one 
synthesizer for the transmitted and received signal (Kawano column 8 lines 50-62). 



1 
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Regarding claim 3, Brown and Kawano disclose claim 1 , Brown also discloses 
that the second frequency Is substantially similar to the first frequency (figure 5 block 
516 column 4 lines 23-50 and column 7 lines 17-26 and 41-58). 

Regarding claim 6, Brown and Kawano disclose claim 1 , Brown also discloses an 
oscillator to provide a fundamental frequency to the fractional N synthesizer (figure 5 
reference clock). 

Regarding claim 7, Brown and Kawano disclose claim 6, Brown also discloses 
that the oscillator includes a crystal oscillator (column 2 lines 22-30; and column 3 lines 
51-66). 

Regarding claim 8, Brown discloses generating by an integer divider synthesizer 
an output signal having a frequency derived from an input signal having a desired 
frequency generated by a fractional synthesizer (figure 5 column 7 lines 17-26). Brown 
doesn't disclose providing the output signal of each synthesizer to a first and second 
mixer respectively. Kawano discloses providing the output signal of each synthesizer to 
a first and second mixer respectively (figure 1 , blocks 13 and 42 column 7 lines 32-38). 
Brown and Kawano are analogous art because they are from the same field of 
endeavor of phase locked loops. At the time of the invention, it would have been 
obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to incorporate in the phase locked loops 
disclosed by Brown the transceiver disclosed by Kawano. The suggestion/motivation for 
doing so would have been to use one synthesizer for the transmitted and received 
signal (Kawano column 8 lines 50-62). 
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Regarding claim 11, Brown and Kawano disclose claim 8, Brown also discloses 
generating the input signal and the output signal from a signal having a fundamental 
frequency (figure 5 reference clock). 

Claims 12, 14, 18, 20, 23 and 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Brown (US 6333678 B1) in view of Kawano (US 6181923 81), and 
further in view of McLean (US 6657601 B2) (with Plotnik (US 6873608 B1) figure 1 for 
inherency of a portable telephone terminal using an internal antenna, also published as 
WO99/08456). 

Regarding claim 12, Brown discloses a first phase locked loop to set a frequency 
of a first output signal of a first voltage controlled oscillator using a fractional N 
synthesizer to derive the first frequency from an input frequency (figure 5 column 7 lines 
17-26); a second phase locked loop to receive the output signal of the first voltage 
controlled oscillator and to control a second voltage controlled oscillator to provide a 
second output signal having a second frequency derived from the first frequency using 
an integer divider synthesizer (figure 5 block 516 column 7 lines 17-26). Brown doesn't 
disclose a transceiver having first and second mixers operably coupled to a first and 
second voltage controlled oscillators respectively and able to transmit and receive 
signals by at least two dipole antennas. Kawano discloses a transceiver having first and 
second mixers operably coupled to a first and second voltage controlled oscillators 
respectively and able to transmit and receive signals by at least two antennas (figure 1 
blocks 13 and 42, column 7 lines 32-38). Brown and Kawano are analogous art 
because they are from the same field of endeavor of phase locked loops. At the time of 
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the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to 
incorporate in the phase locked loops disclosed by Brown the transceiver disclosed by 
Kawano. The suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been to use one 
synthesizer for the transmitted and received signal (Kawano column 8 lines 50-62). 
Brown and Kawano don't disclose that the antennas are dipole antenna. McLean 
discloses the use of two dipole antennas. Kawano and McLean are analogous art 
because they are from the same field of endeavor of wireless communications. At the 
time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art 
to incorporate in the system disclosed by Kawano the dipole antenna disclosed by 
McLean. The suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been to reduce the cost of 
the system (McLean abstract). 

Regarding claim 14,Brown, Kawano and McLean disclose claim 12, Brown also 
discloses that the frequency of the second output signal is substantially similar to the 
frequency of the first output signal (figure 5 block 516 column 4 lines 23-50 and column 
7 lines 17-26 and 41-58). 

Regarding claim 18. Brown discloses a first phase locked loop to set a frequency 
of a first output signal of a first voltage controlled oscillator using a fractional N 
synthesizer to derive the first frequency from an input frequency (figure 5 blocks 212, 
102, 104, 206, 208, and 210 column 7 lines 17-26); and a second phase locked loop to 
receive the output signal of the first voltage controlled oscillator and to control a second 
voltage controlled oscillator to provide a second output signal having a second 
frequency derived from the first frequency using an integer divider synthesizer (figure 5 
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block 516 column 7 lines 17-26). Brown doesn't disclose a mobile station having a dual 
output synthesizer, which includes a and a transceiver having first and second mixers 
operably coupled to the first and second voltage controlled oscillators respectively and 
able to transmit and receive signals by at least two dipole antennas. Kawano discloses 
a mobile station having a dual output synthesizer, which includes a and a transceiver 
having first and second mixers operably coupled to the first and second voltage 
controlled oscillators respectively and able to transmit and receive signals by at least 
two antennas (figure 1 , column 7 lines 32-38). Brown and Kawano are analogous art 
because they are from the same field of endeavor of phase locked loops. At the time of 
the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to 
incorporate in the phase locked loops disclosed by Brown the transceiver disclosed by 
Kawano. The suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been to use one 
synthesizer for the transmitted and received signal (Kawano column 8 lines 50-62). 
Brown and Kawano don't disclose that the antennas are dipole antenna. McLean 
discloses the use of two dipole antennas. Kawano and McLean are analogous art 
because they are from the same field of endeavor of wireless communications. At the 
time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art 
to incorporate in the system disclosed by Kawano the dipole antenna disclosed by 
McLean. The suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been to reduce the cost of 
the system (McLean abstract). 

Regarding claim 20, Brown, Kawano and McLean disclose claim 18, Brown also 
discloses that the frequency of the second output signal is substantially similar to the 
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frequency of the first output signal (figure 5 block 516 column 4 lines 23-50 and column 
7 lines 17-26 and 41-58). 

Regarding claim 23, Brown, Kawano and McLean disclose claim 18, Kawano 
also discloses a base station of a cellular communication system (figure 1 , column 8 
lines 35-62). Brown and Kawano are analogous art because they are from the same 
field of endeavor of phase locked loops. At the time of the invention, it would have been 
obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to incorporate in the phase locked loops 
disclosed by Brown the transceiver disclosed by Kawano. The suggestion/motivation for 
doing so would have been to use one synthesizer for the transmitted and received 
signal (Kawano column 8 lines 50-62). 

Regarding claim 24, Brown, Kawano and McLean disclose claim 18, Kawano 
also discloses that the antenna is used in a portable telephone terminal that inherently 
will use an internal antenna (figure 1 , column 8 lines 35-49. See Plotnik (US 6873608 
B1) figure 1 for inherency of a portable telephone terminal using an internal antenna). 
Brown and Kawano are analogous art because they are from the same field of 
endeavor of phase locked loops. At the time of the invention, it would have been 
obvious to a person of ordinary, skill in the art to incorporate in the phase locked loops 
disclosed by Brown the transceiver disclosed by Kawano. The suggestion/motivation for 
doing so would have been to use one synthesizer for the transmitted and received 
signal (Kawano column 8 lines 50-62). 
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Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Juan A. Torres whose telephone number is 571-272- 
31 19. The examiner can normally be reached on 8-6 M-F. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Mohammad Ghayour can be reached on 571-272-3021. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 



Application/Control Number: 10/664,850 



Page 13 



Art Unit: 2611 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more Information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-91 99 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571 -272-1 000. 



Juan Alberto Torres 
05-14-2007 




